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Dr. Aharon Dolgopolsky November 3, 1986 

Department of Hebrew Studies 69 High Street 

University of Haifa Rockport, 

Haifa, Israel Massachusetts 01966 

cc Porkhomovsky , Militariev, Starostin, Diakonov, Stolbova, Belova, Aihenvald, 
Zhvania and Vetoshkina (all in the Soviet Union): Rabin and Soldenberg (both of 
Israel): Petracek (Czechoslovakia): Mukarovsky (Austria): Phillipson and 
Sperber (both of France): Schadeberg (Holland), Banti , Triulzi, Ricci, and 
Fattovici (all in Italy): Zaborski (Poland): Andrzejewski , Hayward, Appleyard, 
Elderkin, Wood burn (all in the UK): Sasse, Jungrai thmayer , Koehler, Vossen, 
Heine, Rottland, Behrens, Schenker, Wolfe, Strecker, Moehlig (all in BRD 3 
Bundesrepublik Deutschland): Black, Murtonen, ten Raa (all in Australia): 
Trigger, David, Nurse, Sankoff (all in Canada) : Traill, Jenkins, Westphal (all 
in South Africa): Rouse, Sreenberg, Anttila, Watkins, Hodge, Newman, Steinberg, 
Ambrose, Brovarski , Hale, Hudson, Caval 1 i-Sf orza, Bender, Dyen, Zimansky, Baer, 
Hetzron, Lewis, Vansina, McCall, Ehret, Clark, Brandt, Livingstone, Miller, 
Bennett, Friedrich, Kruskal , Christianson, Feinhandler, Lounsbury, Gragg, Pi a 
(all in the USA): and, if passible, Ilena Swadesh in Mexico. 

Dear Aaron , 

This is like having a private telephone call broadcast over a public 
address system! So I included about 70 friends/colleagues in the conversation! 
All of them have some interest in what will become our (inclusive) conversation 
or can be asked from time to time to comment. 


With all these people listening, I want to salute you for the great 
scholar that you are. Whan we have our "great break-through" , you will deserve 
more credit than most of the rest of us for making it passible. That is a 
prediction, of course! But also thank you for reinforcing the inspiration I got 
in Moscow in August! 


Thank you for your two reprints. The one on Nostrati c pronouns would 
have been astounding twanty years ago. Now it comes through to me as intensely 
interesting and satisfying. There are two reasons for that: first, I've 
talked several times with Carl Hodge and you and others about Nostratic before 
and, second, a class of mine quite ignorant of the Nostratic hypothesis walked 
through most of the same data and came to about the same conclusion in 1970. 
Even more importantly, perhaps, Morris Swadesh had prepared the ground with his 
Vasco-Dene hypothesis shortly before he died. Like many non-Soviet scholars, I 
suspect, I have never read anything by II 1 ich-Svitich and so cannot judge his 
work but I gather that he is the author of the Nostratic hypothesis. 


Just for the record and for those listening in: 
proposed by you (there are other versions?) is a generic 
together major language phyla of the Old World, northern 
phyla grouped together are: 

Indo-European Altaic 

Dravidian El ami tic 

Chukchee-Kamchadal South Caucasic 

(Kartvelian) 

This covers most of the territory from Mauretania to the 
heaven's sakes ! Moreover , you clearly included Anatolian 
Indo-European, Japanese and Korean in Altaic, and Omotic 


Nostratic at least as 
hypothesis linking 
parts especially. The 

Ural i c 
6i 1 yak 
Af roasi ati c 
(Semito-Hamitic) 
Bering Straits, for 
(Hittite, et al ) in 
in Afroasiatic, lest 


there be any doubt. 

More importantly, in the northern realms you do NOT include Basque, 
Etruscan, Sumerian, the old Southwest Asian bunch (Khatti , Hurrian, Urartean, 
Gutian, Subarean, Kassitic, lower liinoan, Cypriote, et al > , nor North Caucasic, 
nor Burushaski , Nahali, Kusunda (the last three o-f northern greater India), or 
Ket o-f Siberia, or Yukaghir, or Ainu, or (not least) Sino-Tibetan. In -fact it 
is interesting prehistorically that your Nostratic leaves about 12 unrelated 
phyla in its wake. By the funny way my mind works, I take that fact to be 
encouraging! (We'll come back to Nostratic in a moment) 

Your second paper was also encouraging. To know that the Emphatic 
consonants of Semitic are derived from Glottal ic consonants makes the 
reconstruction of proto-Af roasiatic much easier. It is also becoming clear, as 
you have mentioned yourself, that the South Arabian languages (modern) are 
usually glottal ic, as are all the Ethiopian Semitic languages. That leaves 
Berber still Emphatic. Is that due to the influence of Punic and Arabic on 
Berber, do you think? 

When I went to Moscow this August for the IXth Int'l. Conf. of 
Ethiopian Studies, I met an extraordinary group of your younger colleagues. You 
and Professor Diakonov surely can be pleased with your students. We had a 
number of intense, indeed exciting, discussions which ranged over practically 
the entire subject matter of historical linguistics. The number of times we 
were in complete agreement was truly astonishing! When one considers the stupid 
and disappointing discussions the social and cultural anthropologists and 
historians suffered through, the point is reinforced. Among other things the 
historical linguists found communication to be a matter of concern. Even more 
than our colleagues in western Europe, these first rate linguists miss most of 
their desired international audience when they publish in their mother tongue. 
If it is not in English, German or French, it is not going to be read widely by 
people who are interested in what you are talking about. And even German and 
French cut down on the audience appreciably. There doesn't seem to be very mucr 
that we can do about this problem. And we are left with serious gaps in 
exchange of views and data. 

Half of my reason for including this large audience in our 
conversation is to introduce the ideas and data of Soviet scholars to my 
network of scholars — and vice versa. For example, no one in Moscow had heard 
much about the vigorous and important work done, and being done, by the Germans 
(BRD) on Afroasiatic, Khoisan and Nilo-Saharan. My reasons for wanting to make 
these introductions do not partake of civility or world peace. We can all do 
what we want to about those concerns. I believe we NEED each other for the 
great break-through which the Nostratic hypothesis has started. (Back to that 
in a moment) 

The other half of my motivation is to report NEW things, both things 
which the Soviet group has pioneered and things which I have to add to that 
from the research I have done since returning from Moscow. Unless a person is 
devoid of interest in either prehistory or linguistics it has to be exciting. 
Underlyingly , as the Chomskyites are fond of saying, we find ourselves 
contemplating a significantly earlier period of human prehistory than we are 
accustomed to — notably closer to our common origins. 

Militariev and Porkhomovsky and their colleagues insist that most of 


tha new things sprang -from the brain of Starostin. He shared credit with 
Diakonov. So what is NEW? Here goess 

(a) Afroasiatic is actually half o-f Nostratic , i.e., A-froasiatic is 
one coordinate branch o-f the super-phylum and all the rest o-f the phyla are in 
the other coordinate branch o-f Nostratic. 

(b) Now we know what to do with North Caucasic. It is related to 
roughly hal-f o-f the old Southwest Asian bunch, particularly Hurrian, Urartean 
and Khatti (underneath Hittite). They didn't mention Subarean, Gutian or 
Kassitic but they denied that Sumerian was related. 

(c) Proto-North Caucasic has been reconstructed. Kuipers had earlier 
said that it could be done but it surprises me. Those are very di-f-ficult 
languages phonetically, second only to Khoisan. 

(d) North Caucasic is related to Sino-Tibetan. Wow! Very very 
di-f-ferent sound systems. Something like relating Niger-Congo to Khoisan. If 
this hypothesis remains standing after the criticism begins, then no other 
phylum is safe. This reminds me of a question I once asked Morris Swadesh. How 
could one possibly relate a clicking language (Khoisan) or a glottal izing 
language (Kabardian) to a very tonal non-clicking, non-glottalizing language 
like Chinese or Ewe? (Actually, Ewe like most west African languages has 
glottalic implosives). I couldn't understand Morris's answer. I repeated the 
question to Joseph Greenberg later. I couldn't understand his answer either. 

But at least my two gurus thought it could be done. 

(e) Finally, Starostin has invented a new method of calculating 
linguistic dates. The Moscow group was not scornful of glottochronology , by the 
way, but rather took the general idea of getting dates out of language's 
ceaseless changing and found a better dating device. It remains to be 
thoroughly checked empirically but preliminary results are said to be good. I 
would call it Root Dating. Fortunately, the Moscovites didn't know about Dyen , 
Kruskal , and Black's improved glottochronological formulae; then Starostin 
might not have bothered to invent a new method. Basically, it seems closer to 
biological dating methods than glottochronology does and seems to escape the 
numerous semantic and f requency-of-use criticisms of the latter. Rather 
exciting stuff! From a prehistoric standpoint, incidentally, Root Dating has 
another advantage. It does not run off the chart, i.e., run out of dates, for 
the remoter relationships. In glottochronology we are stuck with the Swadesh 
list and when that gets down to Zero cognates (ON THAT LIST!) we are in vague 
but huge amounts of time. For example, in Afroasiatic we get down frequently to 
IX or 2 X and the formulae show between 12,000 and 25,000 years ago. Much too 
wide a range of dates and inherently unconvincing and implausible. With Root 
Dating only non-relationship deprives you of a date. 

(f) If all of this holds up, we ought to nominate Starostin for a 
Nobel Prize. 

Now to falsify all of this or to try to, as we are expected. Well, I 
found the first point (a) to be likely, since the pronoun argument does not do 
as well with Afroasiatic. And, of course my friend, I have not yet officially 
accepted either Nostratic or the membership of Afroasiatic in it. It is on what 
Ben Rouse would call "top of my list of working hypotheses". But as you will 
see, I am moving rapidly towards a larger view. 

(b) Diakonov and Starostin have this out in English (hooray) . I found 
the arguments and proofs fairly convincing. The quality level was about as good 
as that of Greenberg's Africa book — more than adequate. In fact that level of 
quality was not reached in many of Swadesh 's global attempts, which is part of 
the reason why many linguists rejected his hypotheses. Not all of the 168 


proposed etymologies are convincing but most of them are. The authors are much 
more liberal than 1 would be in accepting metathesis and sometimes too liberal 
in semantics. But the crux o-f the matter is whether the form and meaning 
resemblances are CONVINCING or not. Most o-f theirs are. They included perhaps 
tuo many o-f what we would call "culture words" in America. Their discussions of 
morphology seemed competent but again I have almost no Northeast Caucasic data 
to compare with theirs. 

(c) Only a small part o-f the Diakonov-Starostin reconstruction is 
available in the "Hurro-Urartean as an Eastern Caucasic Language". There is no 
way to judge it and it is imperative that it be published. Some o-f the starred 
forms seem phonetically torturous but this is the famous Kabardi an group and 
its kin. I suspect that Derek and Derek (Elder kin and Nurse) are crucial 
opinions here. Tony Traill too. 

(d) Same problem. Publication is needed. In this case the author would 
be strongly advised to do it in English. I poked around in the general 
suggestion, using mostly D-S reconstructions and promptly found two cognates 
weakly indicated. Not confirmed, not denied. Miller's opinion needed here, and 
elsewhere. 

(e) Everything that I have told you was based on hearing Militariev's 
paper at the Conference. He was very clear and his English is fluent. But we 
all need to see the whole Root Dating proposal published so it can be studied 
by an international audience. Again that requires either English or some fast 
translations into German and French. Since Starostin's English is also first 
rate, there seems to be no major obstacle. Possibly some one has ideas about 
helping Starostin? 

The other new thing is what happened while I was reading D-S on 
Hurro-Urartean. I disrupted a Parisian restaurant yelling out loud when I 
discovered four very good Afroasiatic cognates on their HU-East Caucasic lists. 
In fact the Omotic versions of one of them — "smell, scent, odor" or "breath, 
soul, self" (Hurrian only) — were better in form and meaning than the Hurrian 
example. Try East Caucasic /sunt'/ "smell" next to common Qmotic /sint'/ 

"nose". No numerals had been reported because the Hurrian data was skimpy but 
on a whim I checked Caucasic against our best reconstructable Afroasiatic 
number. Northwest Caucasic "four" surely resembled Afroasiatic "four". <1 have 
very little Northeast Caucasic data). That led to a mors general pattern of 
poking around which carried "smel 1 /nose" into Sino-Tibetan weakly but then, to 
my complete confusion, strongly into SAK (South African Khoisan). In fact it 
was one of Greenberg's original Khoisan etymologies. Indo-European also has a 
/sent/ root but with the data at my disposal I couldn't carry it beyond Latin. 
But in the process I found two very nice Indo-European cognates with Omotic. 

Try I-E /*suu/ and Omotic /*$u7/, both meaning "to generate, bear children". I 
didn't pursue this very much because I knew that Carl Hodge had baskets of 
Af roasi ati c-IndoEuropean cognates in his den and would produce them when the 
time came. Also number "four" performs less weakly in Sino-Tibetan than "nose" 
does. 

What are we to make of this? Chance resembl ances? Maybe. But those twc 
Afroasiatic cognates are very conservative in Afroasiatic, being on a par with 
the famous morphological patterns dear to the hearts of all Af roasi at i ci sts. 
Furthermore, I only looked at a few meanings and my data base is severely 
cramped in some phyla or specific languages. I am satisfied myself that, again 
as Rouse would say, this looks like a very good working hypothesis! 

Yes, but what is it? Well, I am afraid, Aaron, that my working 
hypothesis is now a bit closer to Swadesh's Vasco-Dene ( = Basque-Navaho) than 


it is to Nostratic. I have thought for soma time now that Afroasiatic and 
Khoisan had a lot of "chanca" resemblances and tha same for Afroasiatic and 
Indo-European. Now my working hypothesis is that Nostratic is part of a even 
larger "phylum"', all of whose branches are not known, but which seems to have a 
strong African component. If this phylum holds up to the kind of intensive 
inquiry I think we ought to make, then I suspect it can easily be 25,000 years 
old. That would be a real break-through in Old World prehistory ! 

But, if we get involved with such a massive thing as Nilo-Saharan or 
Congo-Kordofanian, or with the American Indian side of Swadesh's Vasco-Dene, 
then I reckon the dates would have to be much greater, maybe doubled. But my 
mind retreats in disorder from the empirical chores involved in testing such a 
hypothesis! We already have our hands full trying to reconstruct 
proto-Af roasiatic , not to mention proto-Khoisan (or even getting colleagues to 
agree that there is such a phylum) . 

More than anything else the work demanded of us will be mind boggling. 
That is another reason for writing to my whole network. We need help badly. 
Other than the Moscow group, yourself, myself, Carl Hodge and the Vienna 
symposium group (Hans Mukarovsky, Carl Petraczek, Chaim Rabin, and Goosh 
Andrze jewski ) , I don't know anyone else who might be interested in working on 
this giant problem. Greenberg's hands are apparently full with his efforts in 
the Americas. Not only are there others, in all probability, but also many 
scholars may be marginally interested, such that they can help with particular 
problems or who might want to comment on the results from time to time or what 
not. 

Also in general terms physical anthropologists may find the 
super-phylum, or even chunks of it, interesting. For example, if Starostin's 
North Caucasic -SinoTibetan class holds up, the problem of genetically 
connected so-called Caucasoids and so-called Mongoloids will confront them. We 
already have such problems in Afroasiatic, where great physical diversity 
co-exists with genetic unity in language. Uralic and Altaic have had the same 
problem for a long time. Actually, in Gammaglobulin terms, Sino-Tibetan itself 
has some of the problem already because Tibetans, Himalayans like Magar , and 
the north Chinese differ quite sharply from south Chinese, Burmese groups, and, 
of course, the main mass of linguistically unrelated Southeast Asians. Who 
knows what the Mitochondria research will show? 

Another inspiration to me this Fall, while I was struggling to digest 
the Moscow "meal" and your two papers, was discovering Irving (Ben) Rouse's new 
book "Migration Theory". How to think about prehistoric problems, considering 
the languages, fossil cultures, and bodies involved. Do read it! 

I am going to close for now but let us keep the conversation going. 

And let me tell you about some of the attributes of the "audience" so that you 
may realize, and the Moscow group may realize, what a great bunch of scholars 
are in this network! In the future I hope that some kind of a newsletter can be 
started up, like they have in Chadic studies, where we can keep each other 
informed and talk to each other. First, I have to see if anybody responds to 
this letter. Then I will generate a mailing list and collate comments and/or 
data and send it out. 

We include scholars of the following language groups: Semitic, Chadic, 
Berber, Egyptian, Cushitic, and Omotic of Afroasiatic. Nilotic, Surma, Kuliak, 
Nubian, East Sudanic in general, Koman, Saharan and Nilo-Saharan in general. 



Kordofanian, Mande, Bantu, and Niger-Congo in ganaral . Hadza, Sandawe, SAK, and 
Khoisan in general. Indo-European. Hurrian it Urartean only. Kartvelian (South 
Caucasic). North Caucasic. Uralic. Altaic. Sino-Tibetan. Austronesian 
(Malayo-Polynesian) . Indo— Pacific. Australian. North American Indian languages. 
And that is only what I know about them. They may inform us of much more! Since 
one of the key or pivotal phyla in all of this, in my opinion, is 
Indo-European, we have three real experts on P-IE (Watkins, Friedrich, and 
Anttila). Pray one of you abide with us! 

We include some very good, genetically and/or serologically oriented, 
physical anthropologists. One is a world authority on classification; another 
is renowned for thinking a la Rouse and working with linguists and 
archeologists; a third is the world authority on Sammaglobulin. But I think 
we lack a Mitochondria-ist. 


I am very fond of the six archeologists whose general knowledge plus 
specific area specializations could be very helpful, especially in thinking 
about strategy. At least two of them have extensive experience in surveying and 
summing up archeological hypotheses about vast continental areas. That is the 
sort of thing we are dealing with here! One of the continuing benefits of 
American style anthropology has always been the compatibility between 
archeologists, historical linguists, and what we call "four — field 
anthropologists" or general ethnologists. Our list includes some of those too. 

Finally, we also include a (some) Africanist historian, mathemati ci an , 
physicist, and social anthropologist (s) . 

Shalom ! 

Hal/ Harold C. Fleming 
69 High Street 
Rockport , 

Massachusetts 01966 
USA 



Just as a starter for the others, let me add here some crucial names and 
addresses in Moscow. 


Alexander Yuri Militariev 
Institute of Oriental Studies 
Academy of Sciences of the USSR 
Semashko Str. 1/12 
K-9 Moscow, USSR 

Dr. Anna Belova 

Institute of Oriental Studies 

12, rue Jdanova <= Ulica Zdanova 12) 

Moscow 103777, USSR 

Dr. S.A. Starostin & Natela Zhvania, 
same address as Anna Belova 


Viktor Porkhomovsky 
Institute of Linguistics 
Academy of Sciences of USSR 
Semashko Str. 1/12 
K-9 Moscow, USSR 

Olga Stolbova, same address 
as Viktor 

Alexandra Yu. Ainenvald it T.L 
Vetoshina, same as Viktor 

Prof. Igor M. Diakonov 
Institut Vastokovedeni ya 
Dvorcovaya Nabereznaya IS 
Leningrad, USSR 
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1 0 / 26 / 36 LANGUAGE ( AFROEUR AS I AN ) SOURCE ( FL-STAROST I N ) MEAN I N6 ( BAS I C V'GLAB > 


External Etvmoloav. NuSE. SMELL- SNIFF. 


(A) Greenberg sets: . 

4 * s*f 
N - Yj 
-- % 

7 - ? = * 
c - c 
D - cl - ^ 


Af roasi ati c: 
NOSE 


Chadic: Hausa /sun sun a/ 


to smel i 


Klesem /si N/ = nose. Sukur / T i 
Ku lung / as l n an / 

Cushitic: Somali /san/. Kamir /esiN/, At 
/san/, Chara /sinan/ (Omotic, 1 . 
Eayotian: /snsn/ = to smell. 


n/ 

ar 


Khoi san : 
SNORT , 
GROAN 


band awe /samu/ 
Naron /swe v / = 


, ! kuna / swe^/ = snuff the 

to snuff. Nama Hottentot , 


Comments: 


breenbera did 


= sniff, smel i 
hum. omani 


from, /Xam /sulL 


= flow, s 


ai r . 
sun l . 
snort 


/suVwa/ = blow the nose 
not relate these two "nasal" seta 

rejected the potential Khoi san— Af roasi ati c relationship. Also the ban da we torn 
is not necessarily cognate in form or meaning. The German source 

"schnauf en !l snort , pant, breathe heavily; and ,, sto ,, hnen“ (groan, 1 , inis sugaes • 
a neavv out breathing, more orai than nasal , The SAK forms cover 
branch o f 3 a K ( ! K u n g ,« , t h e C entr a 1 ( N aron , N a m a , a n d / X a m ) , a n d fc n e 5 o u. t. h e r r 
y’ Khomani ) . hence could easily be derived from proto- SAK and with a mean i no 
is much more clearly "to snuff, inhale/exhale nasal 1 y " . Rossi o I y a Semitic 
Arabi c / $um/ = "smell) is cognate with the San da we /samu/ out the semantics 
still less convincina. 


1 n 

deed 

h 

e 

e 

Sand 

aw 

e 

□ 

l ves 

i 

t 

; . 

Th 1 

s 

S' 

r 

h e N 

or 

t 


kB) Diakonov and Starostin sets. (Hurrian & Urartean as part of N.E.Caucasic) 

P-East Caucasic: */ssun ( t > V) / , Dargian /sunt 1 / = scent, odour 
Laki /'ssunt V = snuff: Awarian '-.Avar; /ssuntV 
= snuff K: / s sunt * - i z e / = to smell. 

P-HU \Hurr i an-Urartean ) s */sun-/ or */ su-ne/ ?: hurrian /sun a 
= bre a th . soul. sei. f !i . S o n o d u □ b i o , s e m a n t 1 c a , 


Fleming sets : Indo-European s (seems weak; 

mostly Latin 

St 

nt- 

hi no-T l bet an : NObE. 

T i bet an 

s 

r« 

a 


Ladakhi 

s 

n 

a 


Spi t i 


n 

a 


Surung 


n 

a 


uangaal i 

S 1 

n 

a 


Nun a 

* a 

n 

a 


Mi ao 

tsi 

n v 

u 


y'ao 

PU- tso 

N 


Af roasi ati c : NOSE. 





Gmotic: Northern; Gongan: 

Boro 

■£■ l 

n 

t »— 


Amur u 

S 1 


c - 


Anf i 1 1 o 

-f- i : 

n 

t — 


Mocha 

T :t 


- } _ 

Mao : 

Bambesni 

■i~ i : 

n 

r — 


3ez o 

■+• i 

n 

T 7 - 


Hoz o 

T l 

n 

~ 

Gi mo jan : 

Jan j era 

5 1 


V ~ 


bimira 

S 1 

n 

r » 


Cnara 

S 1 

n 

L ! - 


Kovra 

S 1 


L ! ™ 


J )orzj 

s t 


D - 


j 


P 052 


Cc vi fin tw i 


wail amo 

s 

1 

: 

Mai e 

s 

1 


6asr:eto 

3 

1 

n 

Nao 

3 

1 

n 

ShaKQ 

S 

1 

n 

Dizi i. Maji) 

s 

1 

n 


10/26/86 LANGUAGE (AFROEURAS I AN) SOURCE (FL-BUCK) MEANING (COMMON) PHONE vC 3. . 
External Etymology- GENERATE. BEAR- BEGET. 

AFROASIATIC set: 

Omotic: Northern: Gonaan: Kata 

hoc ha 
Ant i i i o 
Womoera 
Boro 

Gi mo i an Mai e 

Atroasiatic as a wnoie is dominated by the /*wid> 
root whose reflex in Gi mo j an is / vel -/ - 

iNDG-EURQPEAN set: (From Buck -1949) Proto— Indo-European -*s u u 

Sanskrit s u u 

Avestan h u 

Avestan /hu/ = to bear (of evil beings). See also 

later Sanskrit verbs for ''beget " such as /pra-suu/ 
ana / sam-ora-suu/ and Sanskrit words for "son" as 
a s / s u c a / a n a / s u u n u / » A v estan / h u n u / a n a a t In e r j! - E 
words for "sen", e.g.. Gothic /su-nu-s/, 

See Ext. Etv. SON. 

Indo-European as a whole is dominated by the /*g A en/ 
root. One can then oroDOse that both the Afroasiatic 
and the Indo-European dominant forms are innovations, 
while /*suu/ derives from an older ancestral period. 



$ l i 

£ u 7 

£■ LI W 

£ u v 

£ U W 

£ Li W 

£ O 


"Di acenta 


. U/ So • 


LANGUAGE ( AFROEURAS I AN ) SOURCE ( FL-BUCK ) MEAN I NG ( COMMON ) 


h riUMb i C 1" 


: t er n a 1 E t y mo 1 ogy « 

A f r o a siatic set: 
Inao-Eurooean set ; 


i j t h e r s 

/ ! 


BEGET. BEAR. FUCK. 

Omo t ic; Ga 1 i i a / 1 i !</ = to f u.c k ( t r > 

Proto- Indo-European / *tek/ > Greer / 1 i ' k to/ -- oeg 
i o f b o t h parents) . / 1 e k tontes / = par e n c s , / t e k n o n 
Sanskr i t /takman / = of f spring, chi 1 d : 01 d Norse , 
freeman, free subject- Old English /thegn/ = nooi 
war r i or . Old High Ger man / a eg an / = b ay . ser v an t . 
Note: The 1-E torms for child seem to go Root + Suffix / n / . Cf Ext 
This cognation is weak, partly becau.se the data base is skimpy ana 
iittie septr gp was made in other languages. What actually happened was 


C i i <=5 U I i , 

e m a n . 
hero . 

. Etv, 
very 
t n a t 1 


j. a. ■ — l — — ' •— i '+ i rfaa mauc x i i u i.i ici a. njuay i la >_ au Luai i y i i cr. p t— 1 cr ; i cu 

/% -f in buck. , l e l i f c f J Sim f~<y 

i~hjL GaJ(J(\ g oryn , 


hJt 


gji-h, JOjpch', jfucfc *' , Con ’ftnH-* a 


ttpMjiByirri ii I III! 


h small sear cn revealed mat in the great majoritv at cases no wore 
‘to copuiate*' or ‘‘tuck »..tr>" had been recorded bv field workers in umotic 


10/26/86 LANGUAGE (AFROEURASI AN) SOURCE (FL-BUCK) MEANING (COMMON) PHONE (C S. . 
External Etymology. 50M. CHILD. 

Afroasiatic set: Omotic: (to generate, bear, beget; with /*$u7/ or / *$o7/ . 

Indo-European set: Proto-Indo-Eur opean /*suu/ = generate, beget, bear + suffix 

/*n/ leads to /*suunu/ and maybe /•*suyu/> = son. Gome 
examples of this outcome are: Lithuanian /suunu-s/ , Old 
Prussian / soun-s/ , Slavic / sv n / or /synu/ , Gothic /sunu-s/ 
/svn/ or /svnu/, Old Norse / sun-r / or / son-r / , Tocharian 
/ 59/ . genitive sg. /seyoz, nom. pi. /sewaany/, but 
Tocharian B /soy/, gen. sg. /seyi/. 

No attempt was made to searen outside of these narrow confines, i have never i r- 
f a c t s u r v e y e d t h e v a s.t field of Afroasiati c k i nsn i p ter m s . F‘ a r t o f c h e r 0 a s o n 
for not cnasirig this one farther was the chances of getting mixed lid with ins 
r o o t s f o r a b r o t n er n wn 1 c n a r e s 1 m 1 1 a r 1 n f o r m . 


11/01/86 LANGUAGE (AFROEURASI AN) SOURCE (FL-GREENBERG) MEANING ( NUMBER > P hOim . . 

External Etymology: FOUR. 

A . AFRQAS I AT I C : A 1 ; Tne Gr een b er g set : 

Chaaics Ha Lis a / tud 1 u/ , Bolewa /podo/ , Margi /f odu/ . Hi j 1 /fware/ . Muf t : u fuxx: 
G 1 a d e r / p o do/ . M a n d a r a / u f a I 1 e / . M u s g u / p o d u / . B a n a . t 1 d 1 .* 

Hu □ 1 / r a d 1 a / , etc. 

Eg ypt 1 an : / f gw/ 

Cush 1 tic: Be j a / f ad . 1 q / . Soma 1 i / af ar / 

d.-- 4 * <r 
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Eastern: no data available to me. 
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External Etymology. BROTHER. # 1. 
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0 Notes: The Kara -form = sister but the final /o/ 
makes it formally masculine in Kara. 

The Shinasha forms (Boro. Wombera) have CwU 
wmch is < /*m/ in northern Gonaan. 
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a Notes: Tabasaran form means “fiance, betrothed man" 
Ingush form means “best man " 

Lak form means “relative”, 

Avar Awarian) form means “3rd cousin” and is 
cited as / maZ-i tl * : /, 

BROTHER. # 2 

NORTH CAUCASIC: HU: Proto-Hum an-Urartean 

Hu.rrian 

Western: £ Paknv ( 

Bzhedux 

(2 Kabardi an < 

E. AFR0A3IATIC: From Green Derg . 

uhaaics Group 3 : e Bachama 

Group 9 : Modael 

Somrai 

Egyptian: Ancient 

Cushitic: Northern : Beja 

Aaau: Dembea 
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Notes: Paknv form is NOT thought to oe cognate. 
5zn.edu>; form is NOT thauant to be " 

Kabardi an form is NOT tnougnt to be “ 
Bachama citation was /lino-ai/ = mv brotner 


